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Colleges and universities arg faced with mounting problems in the de-

*  cade of the eighties. Adults are returning to the campuses in larger num-

<

bers. With them come a different set of expectations, Hifferent standards

of performances and. differept life experiencesA. Some are on campus to
. ' n : ,
learn new skills, to re-tool for a new career, or for growth experiences.

This population presents a real challenge to colllege admini;trators' and
college;presidents who have the taks of deciding vwhi’ch courses are market~
,abie, w;hic_h ‘office hours are nost flexible and what class schedixl;e.i‘s best |
suited for thi§ group. At the same tiﬁ)e. these ,a'dministrators mixst, decide
7 what curriculum at what | level is best suited for the 17-18 year old student

described in A Nation At Risk by the "Commission on Excellence in Education..

This traditional college age group has a different set of needed and exfsect:-

L J
* ations. The nature of decisions is frequently the result of ‘the process.
v . This paper examines decision-making as an individpal and as a group pro-
: cess in higher education. ' | e
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’ ' Decision Making

‘Definitions N\

-Types of decision

<

A decision. ’s a choice that determines what action, if any, shall be
taken, or what policy shall be adopted to deal with a problem situation.

A conclusion is a choice between alleged or predicted facts relating
to past, present, or future situations.

A judgment relates to action or facts. It is the result of comparing
values involved in problem situations - such as the values of suggested °
purposes, available alternati\‘es, or probable consequences. -

L

1. Impulsive . L
- These are determined by emotional reactions to situations, without

. &
reflection.
M ¥
}
2. Routine decisions e -

Routine decisions deal with familiar situations in accordance with
habits, customs, or rulgs. :
3, Casuistic decisions . .
These are determined by accepted ethical, moral or religious principles.

4. Thoughtful decisions
Thoughtful decisions are .made after giving thought to pertinent
factors as the problem situation’, the alternative causes of action avail-
able, and the the probable consequénces of each.

The main factors involved in thoughtful, decision-making are: °
. o »
1. Problem situation with which the decision will deal: a situation which is
unsatisfactory in some respect and is a problem because the proper ac-
tion to take, if any, is not obvious.

2. Purpos;: to be achieved if practicable; the end to be aimed at.

3. Available alternative decisions; alternative deals for dealing with the sit-
uation so as to achieve the desired- purpose. Since each decision is a
choice between alternative possible decisions, at least two such alterna-
tives should be known, but one may be to take no action.

. ' r
4. Probable consequences of each alternative. Since each alternative will
have, if chosen, its natural consequences, a choice between alternatives
is, in effect, a choice between thelr consequences.

5. Values to the decision-maker of the probable consequences of the alterna-
tives. A comparison of such values is necesdary to determine which alter-
native is 1ffely to have the most desirable consequences to him, or, if

the decision-maker is faced with a choice of evils, the least undesirable
consequences, '

From Common_ Sense Decision-Making by Gordon Fulcher, Northwestern Uni-
versity Press, 1965.

o -
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Individual Decision-Making

James Lipham (see Table A) ’.

The college presxdent, as an individual decision maker, identifies protlems

" in the system classxfies and defines the problem iff terms of his perceptual screen

(societal, organizational and individual values). The decision-maker (college pre-
. AN . '

sident) is provided ‘with information on a formal and on an informal basis. Al-
ternatives are formed.based on expected outcomes. Once all the available in-

t.'ormation is secured a choice is m;de. The choice is implemented and the de-
cision is later evaluatéd. ‘Decision;s are made based on the best aveklable infor-
mation at the time. The cultural ingredients of ﬁocietal, organizational and in~
dividual values will affect the assessment of the decision.

The key term in Janjes ’Lipi:am's model that the colltige presiden? needs 'to
bfe~ aware of is the perceptual screen of the deciéion maker to péraphrase the
point, ﬁae'auti;tic percéptions of the college president ma;y affect the decision.
That perception is baséd on the gove'fning board of the institution, the “political
_climate in thé legislature and on the caﬁxpus and on the president's goals and
objectives for the institution. The time line in Lipham's model (Table A) graphi-
‘ca}l'y depicts the importance of ';ime' 'wlies-the need and desire for change
as institutions go thx{)ugh th‘e%gnsitions of the times.

Table C giaphiéally depicts .decision making from a systems analysis perspec-
tive. In this case, the entire system is analyzed through a needs a.ssessment."
Once specxflc needs have been identified, management by objectives models are

S,
designed showing goals and objectives within specific time frames. Solutions

'

are sel cted and revised as needed. A Pert Chart or time frame for implement-
ing the strategy is used by management to assure that the c.rg%z}ational goals
are achieved on time. Evaluation is used to test the effectiveness of the deci-

sion.
'y

Many colleges and universities approach decision-making for the individual

’

in this way. Administrators and faculty are frequently evaluatéd in this manner.

*
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When their performance is evaluated, faculty and administrators are given the

opportunity to deterfnine wfxat the performance goals and objectives are and

how they are to be evaluated. This proces_s'is described as an individual ‘one

because a single person is deciding. In higher education, that person could
y

be the college president, any vice-president, dean or supervisor. ‘The  model

is more current than the one depicted by Lip'ham in Table A.

[y

Vroom and Yetton (see Table B)

The decision-methods for individual problems described under Individual
Problems in Table B involve the college presidér;t ‘with a ;}pgle subordinate.
Two-way communication between the college president and the subordinate is.g
greatly limited by the communication skills of® the people involved,.thev time allo-
cate:! for the search for alternative soh.?tions and the ;n'ga}nizational structure.
In this example, the president could t‘fofetically delegate respox?'sib\ility for
problem solving to the subordinate. The problem solution ﬁeed not be known
to the college president, as is indicated in ’i’able B.

There a‘re“ colleges that are organized w‘with a Vice President for Academic

/

Affairs or other chief administrative person who isfgiuen responsibility for key
- b ]

h

individual decisions. The college president has no needj to know the solutions
for individual problems or the strategies employeql for solving them. This "de-
legating problem solvin.g" model exgmplifi.es a gre;t deal of trust and open com-
munication between the college president.and the vice president of academic

|
affairs or some other chief administrative authority.

j

|
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| , PABLE B~
Decision Methods for Group and Individual Problems .

* .

- Oroup Prbbieme

solve the problem or make
decision yourself usihg

information aveilable to

at the time.

You obtain the necessary in- —
formation from’ your uyubordin-
ates, then decide the solution,
to,the problem yourself. You
muy’ or may not toll your subor-
dinates what the problem is in.
goetting. the information from
them. The role played by your
subordinates in making the de-
cision is oledrly one of pro—
viding the necessary informa-
tion to you, rather than gen~
erating or evalusting alterna-
tive solutions. L

You share the problem with the
relevant subordinates individu-
ally, getting their ideas and
suggestions without bringing
them together as a group. Then
you make the decision, which

- moy or may not refleot your sube
ordinates' ‘influence.

CIl.

”

CIT. Yru share the problem with your

o

—_——t i ‘ B W ey

e e e a

-

~ipordin~ter ‘ag a group, ~htein=

ing their collective ideas and
eygenntions. Then yousmake the
‘decision, which mey or may not
reflect your subordinntes' in-

fluence. .
. * r

You share the problem with your
subordinates as a group. Togeth-

CT1qg

er you generate and g¢valuate al- :

ternatives and attempt to reach
agreement (consensus) on a solu-
tion. Your role is muoch like
that of chgirman. You do not
try to influenoe the group to
adopt "your" solution, and you
are willing to acgept and implf—
ment any-solution which has the
support of the entire group. .

re— ¢ o e ¢ e e

‘Froms Leadership and Decision-Making by Victor H. Vroom and ?hilip W. Yetton

[]

Individual Problems

AI. You solve the-problem er make

‘ the decision by yourself, using
information availnble te you
at the time.. '

-

]

ATII. You obtain the necessary infor-
,metion from your subordinnto,
then decide on the solution to
the problem yourself. You may
ar may not toll the subowdinate
witat the ghoblem is in gotting
the infurmption from.him. HNis
role.in making the decision is -
clearly one of providing the
necessary information to you,
rather than generating or evale
uating alternative solutions.-

CI. You share the problem with your
subordinate, getting, his ideab
and sugrestions. Then yéu make
a decision, which may or may no
reflect his influence. N

G1. You share the problem with your

subordinate, and togetber you
analyze the problgm and artive
at B mitually agreeable solution.

DI. You delegate the provlem to your
subordinate¢, providing him wisth .
any relevant information that
you possess, but giving him
respongibility for solving tha -
problem by himself. You may

_or may not request him to tell
you what solution he has reached.

o

)

i
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. Do aubordinates have mfficiant info_to.meke 2 hj.gh oualny

‘Dpoisianf?ﬁc@as ;lﬁ.qw Chart . -

. ~ R . - "

&s thare B qualitx rcquirmcnt auci that one solutmn is lzicel r %o be . . ,
ore rational than anothér? | L
I have sufficient info tohko mhigh quality decigion® = . o
‘the problém structured? ) SRR S R

Is acceptance of doo:uion hy su‘nordinates critical to effective ) .~ i L.

in'}slemntnion? A ' o IR

If'I were to ¢ the daciaion by ayself, is it reasonably certa.,.n '

. that it would: '50‘ .accepted by my subotdinates? . = RSN -

Do subordinatas share the organisational goals to be a.ttained in
solving #his problem?

I8 conflici smong subordinates, likely in preterred solmions? (This “ L
auestion is irrelevant to individusl problems.)
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‘Group Decision-Making -

Lipham ™ | S e Y L
‘Although Table C is 'described in terms of individual decision-making, gt is
- Lo j . .

a.lsofaﬁplica‘ble to group decision-making on. the campus. ¢ The administrators in
a particular area could"_identify a problem like student retention and"then bollect;
. - : » . . ' . )

.~ viely conduct a needs a'ésessmen;:, develop a management by objectives p‘lanf

conduct an input-output analysis.-'a-_'!’;ért,Chart and testing,l‘ outcome evalua-

.

~tion.  On the college campus, committees, advisory boards and alumni groups

can go fhrough _t\heseAproceéses.

. %

Vroom and Yetton = . ~ : . .

Iy P

Table B describes group problet_n.s that can be sol{red by' an individual or a ’
group. There is a group leader who I;rbvides the group with directiojus

\

’ ! . - .
clarity as they go through the process. vTh’e group is encouraged to bY:

for solutions. The flow chart on the second page of Table B describes some of
- - . . .. r -

' .o ' . L4

the considerations that come into play.  Vroom and Yetton seek solutions that

tend to reduce campus conflict. p _ .

Edmund<M. Burke . .

-

Table D prizsents specif:ic dec.ision-making‘ Strategi.es in terms .of conﬁitioﬁs
for effectivéness, techniq.ues, technolqu.of change and planning phase at which"
strategy is initiated. ‘C;ollaborative effortsy at the o;.xtset have a heavy pay bff
towards pdsitive group identity. All .group décision makers are actively i;xvoi\}-;'

ed and decisions occur thmuéh joint problem solving. The campaign, power a

and/or influence and bargaining strategies are more political. Unfortunately,
L

. they occur too often on the campus ‘and frequertly ‘replace"'-c':ollaborative efforts.

Conclusions

- " —

rJ ’ ’ .
Individual and group decision-making on the college campus must fully ex-~

plore all possible appropriate options for the times. Group decisions’ must satisfy

most members for agreement to occur.

-

-
-

~

-
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